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This gets around in a moment to the early 
jockeving on the SALT, but it is interesting to 
note first what widespread global impact the fail 
of the shah of Iran has 
had. • 

There was a discus- 
sion one day last fall with 
several African and 
American officials talcing 
part, the issue being 
whether or not the United 
States was -doing enough to 
opocse the racist policies 
of ‘the South African gov- 
ernment. Why should not 
American corporations 
close down their plant3 in South Africa in. protest 
of apartheid? There was that kind of question and 
related ones. Why could not the United States shut 
down the oil supply to South Africa by influencing 
the major oil companies? American officials in 
such discussions have the very devil of a time in 
making the argument that the White House or the 
Congress dees not have the direct power to con- 
trol what Gull or Texaco or the other, multi-na- 
tional oil companies might do. 

The discussion broke up. One articulate black 



woman chuckled and observed that the shah’s 
troubles were having an impact on South Africa 
that might go beyond anything any of the big oil 
companies chose to do. 

Turns out in fact that Iran was then one of 
the major suppliers of oil to South Africa. No 
more, not since the fall of the shah. 

A related note. The shah was also the major 
supplier of oil to Israel, a- reliable source of oil 
even when Israel and Arab neighbors were at war 
with each other. 

Now, it turns out that the change of govern- 
ment in Iran may also directly affect the outcome 
of the SALT II treaty, even whether or not such a 
treaty can be approved in the United States Sen- 
ate. ' ' 1 

When the shah was still in power on the Pea- 
cock Throne, our most sophisticated intelligence 
gathering devices had a home in Iran; right there 
: on the Russian border, in place to monitor Soviet 
efforts at developing new weapon systems, includ- 
ing those that might deliver nuclear weapons. The 
loss of two highly sophisticated electronic moni- 
toring posts in Iran literally reduces the power of 
the United States to verify just what the Soviets 

are doing. . ' 

At issue, of course, is just how serious this 


loss is. This has already become a significant part 
of the current debate on SALT II. , .. ««.-* . ..... 

C LA Director Stansfield Turner reportedly 1 
told ~the~Senate intelligence Committee- that it . 
‘might t ake five years. to replace the intelligence- 
1 npyVriner Ahititv lost tn Iran. That woul d mea n 
t hat~t5eUnited States would not really be in a | 
" 'position to monitor the Soviets until l934-_ I 

The White House quickly, disputed that ver- 
sion, saying it. was likely, that the loss could bej 
made up in one year, not five. Defense Secretary < 
Harold Brown weighed in on this side of the argu- 1 
' ment, saying “adequate verification" would be 
possible in about a year. Turner weighed in-once 
more with a clarification of what he had told the 
Senate committee, supporting the White House ! 

' and Brown, and saying that the leaked news story 
had tried to overly, simplify a very complicated 

subject ' ‘ • - -i-- * I 

The issue has been joined, and the fate of the 
SALT II treaty may rest precisely on this .issue. \ 
Do we have adequate means to verify any, agree- j 
ment on nuclear weapons with the Soviets? Geor- ; 
gia Sen. Sam Nunn ha3 made himself expert in 
these areas. It will be important for the entire 
SALT II debate to see wbat Nunn’s position -turns . 
out to be. ; 0.-. "... . fj-j 
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